).l Perhaps the most striking feature of Table 1, however, is the fact that the poverty rate for those in female-headed families has consistently been almost three times the overall poverty rate, and almost five times the poverty rate for people living in other family types.
This paper addresses the following question: why is the poverty rate for female-headed families so much higher than that of other families? The method of analysis is to identify the factors which determine the poverty rates for various family types and thereby isolate the characteristics of "family type" which are associated with poverty. Intuitively, family type would appear to be important in explaining poverty for reasons such as the following:
(1) Married-couple families can better take advantage of economies of scale in the purchase of housing and other goods than can families headed by a single families are less likely to be forced into poverty if the head of the family is laid off or is unable to work because of illness or injury. Both these explanations stress the effects on poverty of the number of adults in the family.
(3) To the extent that sexual discrimination exists in the workplace, female-headed families are more likely to be poor than male-headed families.
On the other hand, factors unrelated to family type undoubtedly affect the poverty levels of families. It may be that, in general, single adults who head families possess personal characteristics (such as low levels of humancapital) which make it likely that they would be poor even if they lived in marriedcouple families. If so, society's resources would be better allocated towards modifying those personal characteristics (for example, increasing the human 
THE MODEL
Poverty status of a family of a given type is modelled as a linear function of a set of control variables. If poverty is independent of family type then the coefficients of the model will be the same across family types and differences in mean poverty levels of different family types will be due to differences in the mean levels of the control variables. Conversely, if poverty is related to family type then at least one coefficient will differ across family types.
Three types of family are considered: married-couple families (with or without children), male-headed families (that is, families headed by a male with no wife present), and female-headed families (that is, families headed by a female with no husband present). The sampling unit is the family, or equivalently the head of the family. Since individuals choose their own marital status, least squares estimates of the coefficients of the model are likely to be subject to self-selection bias. Therefore, the relationship between poverty and family type needs to be supplemented with a selection equation which explains whether or not the head of the family is married.
Each family head is assumed to choose his or her marital status according to the utility generated in each marital state. It is assumed that the family head is single if the utility from being single, Us, exceeds the utility from being married, U". Otherwise the family head is married. Let I* = Us -U" be the utility differential for a given family head. It is assumed that I* is a function of the characteristics of the family head, Z,, Z,, . . . Z,, as well as the poverty status differential, Ys -p, between the two marital states.
Although I* is unobserved, I* > 0 implies that the family head is single, in which case I is set equal to 1. I* 5 0 implies that the family head is married and I is set equal to 0. Ordinary least squares estimates of the parameters in equations (2) and (3) are inconsistent since (4) E( uM 1 I-O ) -TM AM($) + 0, and A two-stage estimation procedure gives consistent estimates 'of the parameters of the model (Maddala, 1983, pp.223-228) . The poverty status differential between male-headed families and femaleheaded families can be decomposed in such a way as to help reveal the reasons why female-headed families are poorer on average than male-headed families. The decomposition is as follows:3 
Components 3 and 4 of equation (15) partially overcome by using data for a restricted geographical area. For brevity, the dependent variable will be referred to hereafter as "relative income". If relative income is less than 100 then the family is poor.'
The literature provides little guidance as to which variables, in addition to the relative income differential, should be included in the selection equation.g The data set also limited the choice of variables. Two are used here:
DIVORCE, which equals one if the family head has never been divorced and zero otherwise; and DMARITAL, which equals one if the family head is female with more education than a four year college degree or male with less than an eighth grade education. Intuitively, it seems that a randomly chosen family head would have a larger probability of being single if he or she had previously been divorced than if he or she had never been divorced, ceteris paribus. Therefore, the coefficient of DIVORCE in equation (9) is expected to be negative. If males seek mates who are less educated than themselves and if females seek mates who are more educated than themselves then highly educated females and poorly educated males are more likely to be single than other family heads, ceteris paribus.
Therefore, the coefficient of DMARITAL in equation (9) is expected to be positive.
The control variables in the regression equations can be divided into two HUMCAP: If the head of the family is disabled then, ceteris paribus, relative income is lower than for families with an able bodied head and the greater the disability, the lower is relative income. Families with heads who are nonwhite have lower relative incomes than families with heads who are white. Among married-couple families and among male-headed families, blacks are the poorest. \ Geographical differences in relative income are observed, ceteris paribus, relative income being smallest in the rural areas of North Carolina.
The influence on poverty of the three variables which measure family size and composition is of particular interest because when people think of the typical family headed by a single woman they usually have in mind a family with more young children and fewer adults than the typical married-couple family. percentage points to the relative income of a male-headed family.
The coefficient of the selection variable is positive in both regression equations. This suggests that the relative income of a given married-couple family is larger than the relative income of a family headed by a single adult, with the same levels of the control variables as the married-couple family, if the family head were married. Similarly, the relative income of a given family headed by a single adult is larger than the relative income of otherwise \ identical married-couple family, if its head were single. Table 4 presents the reduced form probit equation.14 As expected, the coefficient of DIVORCE is negative and the coefficient of DMARITAL is positive, although not significantly different from zero. The reduced form indicates that the probability of the family head (male or female) being single tends to decrease as his or her level of education increases, and as the level of education of other adults in the family increases. The probability of being single initially falls with age then begins to rise again. A serious work disability increases the probability of a family head being single, although a mild disability seems to have little effect. Family heads who are nonwhite are more likely to be single than white family heads. In the case of male family heads, the probability of being single is a decreasing function of the number of infants and other dependents in the family but (paradoxically) is an increasing function of the number of nondependent adults in the family. In the case of female family heads the opposite occurs: the probability of being single decreases with the number of nondependent adults and increases with the number of infants and other dependents.
The goodness-of-fit of the probit equation can be gauged by the percentage of correct predictions it makes on past data. Of the 15,838 predictions made, the reduced form was correct in 95.1 percent of cases. To put this figure in perspective, a naive model which always predicted the family head to be married would be correct in 82.0 percent of cases.
POVERTY STATUS DIFFERENTIALS
Male-Headed Families versus Female-Headed Families \ Table 5 decomposes the relative income differential of 77.35 between maleheaded families and female-headed families into the five components on the right hand side of equation (14) as follows:
Components 1 and 5: If male-headed families and female-headed families had the same mean levels of the independent variables, including the selection variable, and the same marginal effects of the control variables then relative income would be 99.13 points higher for female-headed families than for male-headed families.
This effect is due to the much larger constant term in the equation for femaleheaded families.
Comnonent 2: If male-headed and female-headed families had the same mean levels of the independent variables, including the selectionvariable, the same constant terms and the same average errors then relative income would be 112.13 points higher for male-headed families. This differential is attributable to the overall "superiority" of the marginal effects in the relative income equation of maleheaded families. Although the marginal effects of unemployment, disability and the numbers of nondependents and dependents favor female-headed families, the marginal effects of the other variables, particularly age and education, favor male-headed families.
Comoonents 3 and 4: If male-headed and female-headed families had the same marginal effects of the control variables, the same constant terms and the same average errors, then relative income would be (18.79 + 45.56) = 64.35 points higher for male-headed families. That is, a differential of 64.35 is attributable to male-headed families' "superior" mean levels of the independent variables, especially the selection variable. Among the control variables, male-headed families benefit particularly from having more education and fewer dependents than female-headed families.
Note that the regression (components 2 and 3) accounts for a differential of 130.92 in favor of male-headed families. That is, if both family types kept their current levels of the control variables, and kept their current marginal effects of the control variables, but were given the same constant coefficient, the same selection variable and the same average error then male-headed families would have a relative income 130.92 points higher than female-headed families.
Married-Couple Families versus Female-Headed Families
The relative income differential of 171.91 between married-couple families and female-headed families is decomposed into its six component parts in Table   6 as follows: all of which favor female-headed families. In particular, the marginal effects of the numbers of nondependents and dependents favor female-headed families.
Components 3 and 4: If married-couple families and female-headed families had the same marginal effects of the independent variables, including the selection variable, the same constant terms and the same average errors then the relative income differential would be (56.07 -9.01) = 47.06 points in favor of marriedcouple families. This differential is attributable mainly to the fact that married-couple families have more education, and are more likely to be headed by a white than female-headed families.
The regression (components 2 and 3) accounts for a differential of 162.95 points in favor of married-couple families. That is, if both family types were given the same constant coefficient, the same selection variable, the same coefficient of the selectionvariable, and the same average errors but kept their slope coefficients and mean levels of the control variables then the relative income of married-couple families would be 162.95 points higher than that of female-headed families.
CONCLUSIONS
This paper has investigated the relationship between poverty and family type, in an attempt to gain some insight into why the poverty rate for femaleheaded families is so much higher than that of other families. A number of control variables have been identified as important determinants of poverty for all family types: education of family members; age, race, disability,, and unemployment of the family head; geographical location, size and composition of the family.
Differences between average poverty levels of (a) married-couple families, and female-headed families (with no husband present), and (b) male-headed families and female-headed families (each with no spouse present) can be partially explained by differences in the average levels of the control variables. Families headed by females have "inferior" levels of the control variables (taken as a group) comparedwithbothmale-headed families andmarriedcouple families. In particular, female-headed families, on average, have less education, have more dependents, and are more likely to be nonwhite than other family types. All these factors contribute to the high poverty rate among people living in female-headed families.
Some of the differences between the average poverty levels of the two pairs of family types can be attributed to differences in the marginal effects of the control variables on poverty. The marginal effects of control variables (in aggregate) favor both male-headed families and married-couple families over female-headed families. In particular, additional units of human capital are more valuable to both male-headed families and married-couple families than to femaleheaded families. Also, the marginal effect of the age of the family headbenefits married-couple families and male-headed families more than female-headed families. On the other hand, the marginal effects of being disabled and of the numbers of dependents and nondependents benefit female-headed families more than both male-headed families and married-couple families, but not enough to outweigh the marginal effects of the other control variables.
In summary, the results presented in this paper suggest that both maleheaded families and married-couple families are less poor than female-headed families mainly because the marginal effects of the control variables favor the former over the latter and to a lesser extent because the former have more favorable mean levels of the control variables. In both comparisons there is a sizeable unexplained differential favoring female-headed families over maleheaded families and married-couple families over female-headed families.
FOOTNOTES
1. The downward trend has been due, in large part, to the declining poverty rate among the elderly (Ellwood and Summers, 1986) .
2. Although the observed error terms average zero over all families headed by single adults, mean errors for male-headed families only and for female-headed families only are not necessarily zero.
3. Decompositions using regressionmodels were deveopedby Blinder (197, 3) . Other decompositions are possible, and some were tried, with empirical results consistent with those reported in Sections 4 and 5 of this paper.
A large (small) level of a control variable is "favorable" if its marginal
effect is to reduce (increase) poverty.
If the marginal effect of a control variable is to reduce (increase) poverty
then the more (less) it does so the more "favorable" is the marginal effect.
6. The poverty status differential between married-couple families and maleheaded families can be similarly decomposed. We do not do so here because our interest is in comparing female-headed families to other family types.
7. See 1980 Census of Population, Volume 1, Chapter C, Appendix B.
8. A binary variable, equal to one if the family is poor and zero otherwise, could have been used as the dependent variable but would convey less information about the poverty status of the family than relative income. Furthermore, the decomposition of poverty status differentials given in Section 2 would not be possible if the dependent variable were binary.
9.
Although there are models which predict whether or not a given marriage will end in divorce (for example, Becker, Landes and Michael, 1977) , and whether or not a divorced person will remarry (for example, Duncan and Hoffman, 1985) , I know of no model which predicts whether or not a randomly chosen individual will be married at a given point in time.
10. See Hagenaars (1986, chapter 3) determinants of family income.
11.
The number of years of schooling 14. Note that the coefficients in Table 4 do not equal the marginal effects of the control variables. Nevertheless, the sign of each coefficient indicates the direction of the marginal effect. 
